
96-0404
H .E. PROPOSED ORDER

interexchange carrier has no priori [§!£1 (prior) information about who is providing local
service." Tr.2054.

Mr. Sherry stated that if a parallel network must be provided similar to the number
portability database, a two year time period may be required. Tr. 2055.

Commission Conclusion

Ameritech is required by the 1996 Act and the FCC's regulations to provide
unbundled local transport to requesting carriers. Unbundling of local transport/interoffice
transmission facilities is required under Section 251 (c)(3), and it is a separate
"competitive checklist" item under Section 271. The FCC concluded that "incumbent
LECs must provide interoffice transmission facilities on an unbundled basis to requesting
carriers." First Report and Order, 11439.

The FCC in its regulations has defined interoffice transmission facilities as follows:

[I]ncumbent LEC transmission facilities gedicated to a particular
customer or carrier, or shared by more than one customer or carrier,•
that provide telecommunications service between wire centers
owned by incumbent LEes or requesting telecommunications
carriers, or between switches owned by incumbent LECs or
requesting telecommunicationscarriers.
47 C.F.R. § 51.319(d).

. Ameritech is further required to provide, in addition to exclusive use of dedicated
;,', interoffice transmission facilities, "use of the features, functions and capabilities of

interoffice transmission facilities shared by more than one customer or carrier" and to
provide "all technically feasible transmission facilities, features, functions and capabilities
that the requesting telecommunications carrier could use to provide telecommunications
services." 47 C.F.R. § 51.319(d)(2).

As is the case with all network elements, the FCC's regulations provide that an
incumbent LEC "shall not impose limitations, restrictions, or requirements on requests for,
or the use of, unbundled network elements that would impair the ability of a requesting
telecommunications carrier to offer a telecommunications service in the manner the
requesting telecommunicationscarrier intends." 47 C.F.R. § 51.309(a). Ameritech further
must provide nondiscriminatoryaccess so that the quality of CLEC access to that element
is at least equal to that which Ameritech provides itself. 47 C.F.R. § 51.311(b).

We find that Ameritech's position on shared transport is inconsistent with the
FCC's Order and with the common understanding of shared transport. The Commission
is of the opinion that shared/common transport is a network element required to be
unbundled to satisfy the requirements of Section 251 (c)(3). Therefore, this element of the
checklist has not been met.
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We must note that we disagree with Staff regarding their objection that Ameritech
provides unbundled local transport to CCT through its special access tariff, and not its
interconnection agreement with CCT. We agree with Ameritech regarding the availability
of the unbundled local transport products contained in the AT&T Agreement, which MFS,
TCG or CCT can purchase through the MFN clauses in their respective agreements.
Furthermore, the prices set forth in the AT&T Agreement, along with the relevant terms
and conditions. are available to CCT, MFS, and TCG through the MFN clauses in their
agreements.

The Commission further finds that Ameritech's modified proposal for unbundled
local transport suffers·from the same inadequacies as Ameritech's original offering. The
Commission views Ameritech's latest proposal as simply an option to purchase dedicated
transport down to a circuit-by-circuit. or 05-0 level. not an option to purchase true shared
transport. _As with its original proposal. Ameritech will not ·make available the full
fynctionality of its transport facilities with a CLEC, and CLEC traffic will not be carried over
Ameritech's existing. switched network. but rather by discrete. dedicated facilities. This
version of unbundled local transport suffers from the same engineering and
administration deficiencies as Ameritech's previous "Shared Carrier Transport" offering.

6. Unbundled Local Switching

Checklist item (vi) requires Ameritech Illinois to provide local SWitching unbundled
from transport, local loop transmission, or other services. Furthermore, Section 251 (c)(3)
states that:

incumbent LECs have the duty to provide, to any requesting telecommunications
carrier for the provision of a telecommunications service, nondiscriminatory access
to network elements on an unbundled basis at any technically feasible point on
rates, terms. and conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory in
accordance with the terms and conditions that are just, reasonable. and
nondiscriminatory in accordance with the terms and conditions of the agreement
and the requirements of this section and section 252. An incumbent local
exchange carrier shall provide such unbundled network elements in a manner that
allows requesting carriers to combine such elements in order to provide such
telecommunicationsservice.

_~....:.T.:.:.hez.. first Hearing Examiner's· Proposed Order relative to ULS involves the
adequacy of the internal testing performed by the Company. In response to this concern,
Ameritech Illinois submitted extensive additional information that demonstrates that it has
fully tested ULS and is currently prepared to furnish ULS to CLECs on a timely basis and
in commercial quantities.

Ameritech
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Ameritech stites th@t extensive internal testing w@s conducted for unbundled
switched ports and the required switch tr@nslations. These tests included: (i) "silo" testing.
which is conducted within the oper@tions systems or sub-systems to verify th@t a
modification hiS been implemented and is working properly; and (ji) integr@ted testing.
which verifies the ability of the network as a whole to successfully h@ndle a request for
unbundled ports (or other products) in @n end-to-end f@shion. The unbundled switch
ports were successfully tested in this fashion during 1995.

Based on what it characterizes as an extensive work effort. Ameritech asserts that
its ULS offering is operationally re@dy. Moreover. Ameritech claims that it will be
furnished at a quality level equal to the quality Ameritech Illinois provides to itself.
Ameritech states that· its unbundled switching products will use the s@me switching
matrices. and line cards that it uses itself to provide retail exch@nge services. Ameritechs
states Bec@use the s@me facilities and equipment will be uUd. the unbundled switching
products furnished to other carriers will be equal in quality to the switching functionalities
Ameritech itself uses.

With respect to the lack of carrier-to-carrier testing of ULS, Ameritech states that
such a requirementwould be wholly inappropri@te. Ameritech argues that there has been
substantial debate about the parameters of ULS (i.e. whether or not common transport
will be required as a network elementl. In addition, Ameritech states that no eLEe has
been in a position to engage in carrier-to-carriertesting.

Staff

· Stiff asserts that the Act requires th@t LEes to provide interconnection "that is at
:Jeast equal in qu@lity to th@t provided by the lOcal exchange carrier to itself or to @ny
;'subsidiary, @ffiliate. or @ny other p@rty to which the carrier provides interconnection."
·:Section 251 (c)(2)(e). Referring to Ameritech's statement that there is a line cl@ss code
· problem for unbundling OS/DA that does not exist for ULS, Staff states th@t it appears
that a line class code problem may exist for both ULS and unbundled OS/DA. Staff
argues that if the Commission were to adopt Ameritech's definition of ULS/shared
transport. the service m@y only be available on a limited basis and WOUld not be @t paritY
with Ameritech services. Staff @Iso cites Ameritech's statement at page 85 of its Initial

.'. Supplement@1 Brief that 1here has been consider@ble debate over the parameters of
.ULS (i.e.. whether or not common transport will be required @S @network element)."
.Accordingly, Staff states th@t it would be premature to conclude th@t Ameritech is

.' providing ULS when it still has not been defined or tested.
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AT&T

AT&T argues that Ameritech has made no effort in the sUPPlemental record to
demonstrate by clear and cQnvincing evidence that it has providld customized rQuting of
Qp,rator services/directQry assistance traffic to the extent such routing is technically
feasible. AT&T notes that the only limitation Qn Ameritech's obligation to provide
customized routing is technical feasibility. AT&T further notes that the FCC has required
RBOCs to prove technical infeasibility of customized rQuting "in a particular switch" and by
"clear and cQnvincing evidence." See First Report Imt Order. 11418: 47 C.F.R. Sec.
51.315(e). AT&T states that an ILEC is reQuired to make mQdificatiQns to its netwQrk to
accommodate new entrants and the reauirements of competition. First Report and Order,
~

AT&.T complains that for ULS. in the supplemental proceeding. Ameritech clarified
that its "Qffer to provide customized routing on a standard basis applies to all purchasers
of ULS making normal requests for customized routing involvjng 25 or fewer line class
cQdes. In instances where the use of more than 25 line class codes is reauested. such
requests will continue to be handled through the BFR process."

AT§.T argues that Ameritech's ULS offering is less than it appears. First. it argues
that Ameritech's contention of technical infeasibility highly questionable in light of the that
customized routing of OS/DA traffic is technically akin to the customized routjng inherent
in its Shared Carrier Transport and Shared Company Transport proposals. _Moreover,
AT&T argues that Ameritech has offered no support for its planning assumption that less
than 25 line class codes are required per ULS customer. Moreover, AT§.T claims that
the evidence presented at this hearing indicated that this assumption is erroneous and
that carriers like AT&T will require more than 25 line class codes for robust service
offerings. AT&T Ex. 9.0. p.25. AT&T claims that to date. the BFR process for customized
routing has been cumbersome and in that process Ameritech has not provided clear and
convincing evidence of technical infeasibility on a switch by switch basis. AT&T further
states that without explanation. Ameritech has refused to provide customized routing at
17 switches.

AT&T

IA its ~Fiel. AT&T pFepeses t~at A~eFitee~ A=lwst. iA pretfiaiAg wABwAalea leeal
traAspert. pr9lfiae eA aA wABwAalea Basis iAtereJfiee traAsA=lissieA faeiltties. ,A.T&T Aetes
t~at t~e ~CC ~as aetiAea swe~ faeilities te iAelwae t~ese aeaieates te a partiewlar
ewsteA=ler er eaFFier er &~area By A=lere t~aA eAe ewsteA=ler er earrier. AT&T griel at '4 Q41
{eitiAg 47 C.~.R. § 51.31Q{a», It i8 argwea t~at AA=leritee~ ~as FealfiAea sRarea traAspoFt
as a siA=lple tfariaAt ef alaieatea traAspert, By reEl'=liriAg eOA=lpetiAg earrier8 te p'=lre~ase

aeaieatea traAsA=lissieA faeilities aAa te arraAge, iA t'=lrA, te 8Rare tRe~ witR otRer earFiers.
AT&T s'=lggests t~at .A.A=leriteeR ref'=lses to jOiA iA sweR arraAgeA=leAts, pFeelweiAg
eeA=lpetitors freA=l '=IsiAg faeilitie8 that earFY AA=leriteeh's aWA traJfie, iA tfiolatioA of the
naneiseri~iAation reElwiremeAts of the Aet. The FCC, AT&T sOAtenes, plainly
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sontem~latee that common trans~ort wowle be a network element. AT&T Brief at 43
(eitin§! rirst Report ane Dreer, 112a8). AT&T states that ita1=( witness Jennin§!s swppor1s
its vie·.... of common transport, anEt that any other reaeing of the law wowle eamage
eom~etition anEt ereate ineffieieneies. AT&T irief at 44 (eiting Tr. 1412 1a). AT&T reieets
Ameriteeh's proposal to ~ro','iee common trans~ort to flwrshasers of Ubi or Ubi basee
plat:ferm combinations, in tRe form of wholesale wsage or acsess, as necessary.
reasoning that the proposal Etoes not o#er loeal transFRission at foFVIarEt lookin§! eost
basee rates. as re~wireEt by ieetions 2a1 (eH3) anEt 252(9)(1). As to J).FReriteeh's
eontention that the isswe of •....hetRer shareEt transport inelwEtes eommon transport shol:Jld
be Eteferree to the rec, AT&T FRaintaiRs tRat tt:le FCC alreaEty has FRaee clear that it
views sRareEt transport to inelwge comFRon trans~ort. Wor is there any otRer reason to
Etetar the isswe: the FCC has statee tRat state commissions are free to refine the eefinition
of nept/ork elements. AT&T Brief at 46 (eiting 47 C.r.R. § 51.317) .

•'\T&T also argl:Jes in its brief that Ameritech prohibits pwrehasers of Ubi from
wsing Ubi to proviee terminating aceess seF\1iees, inelwEting loeal eall terFRination seF\1iees
ane terminating aecess for aoo serviee ealls. in violation of the rCC's ane this
Commission's eonell:Jsion that Ubi pl:Jrehasers are entitleE! to all eMehaRge anE! eMehange
aeeess revenl:Jes. AT&T Srief at 46 5Q (eitin§! rirst Reeort anE! DrEier, 1i 383 n.772:
\AA:\olesale!Plat:ferFR DrEier, Doekets Q5 0458!Q5 0531, at 85). AT&T also eontenE!s that
AFReritesR im~oses wholly iFR~ro~ereharges on a ~wrehasing 63rrier, inelwE!ing a "CentreM
ComFRon Slock" chaFge ane "billing eevelopment" eharge on Ubi pwrehasers. As to
the "common bloek" eharge, AT&T argl:Jes that pwrel:lasers of Ubi FRwst ~ay for anE!
reeeive ill of the featwres ane IYnetions of the s·....iteh. iinee the "eomFRon bloek" is an

.inl:lerent part of the switeh. there sl:lowlE! Be no aeeitional charge for it. As to the "billing
eevelopFRent" eharge, AT&T states that sl:Jel:l costs showlE! be reeoveree in a GOmpetitively

\ newtral manner by all I:Jsers of tl:le net\fjllork, not siFRply by parties wsing the Ubi seF\1ioe.
! AT&T irief at 57 aQ.

COFReTel

In its Brief, CompTel contenes tl:lat Ameriteeh I:las not yet o#eree a Ubi element
that complies with the r8qwirements of the rCC's Interconnection DrEter. It argl:Jes that
Ameriteeh's pFeposal 'lJowlg eeRy the Ubi pWFGhaser the aBility to eollect teFFRinating
aeeess froR=! IXCs (ang froFR eollecting both originating ane teFR=linating aecess in
oonnection witR BOO O8lls) absent the pwrohaser's aeeession to a o9n'J9IwteE! tFansport
arrangeFRent, in violati9n ef tRe Act. this C9mmissi9n's 9rEier in the J):r&lAAJorIEtCom
ease, anEt the FCC's rwles Etefining wnbwnE!leEt ne\work eleFRents. C9FR~Tel irief at 25
27. ipeeifieally. GOFRpTeI aFgwes, AFReriteeh's intenEts to im~ose its own terminating IX
aeeess eharges for losal switshing in Gases where sarriers cRoose t9 teFR=linate traffis over

, AFReritesh's transport network effectively Etenying the com~eting earrier the right to do
.' so. CompTel maintains that, wneer .'\meriteeh Illinois' aFFangement, Ubi J'll:Jrchasers
:: eowle proviee (ane eharge for) terminating access only 'Nhere the IXC Obtains transport

seF\1iee to the Ubi via pwrehase of a eeeieatee wnBwnelee transJ'lort #aeility from
Ameritech. CompTel also contends, like AT&T, that Ameritech's Ubi offering is flawed
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fer failing to commit to provide c~stomers with the infermation necessary to bill for
terminating access.

CompTel also oejects in its brief to ,i\meritech's proposed imposition of
intere)(change access charges namely, the interstate carrier common line charge and
75% of the resid~al interconnection charge in connection with the UbS platform.
CompTel arg~es that these charges violate both Section 252(d)(1)'s req~irement that
~nbYndled neM'ork element charges be "based on cost" and this Commission's rYling in
the Wholesale/Resale proceeding that Sections 251 (c)(J) and 252(d)(1) preclYde
Ameritech from imposing access charges on pYrchasers of the UbS platform. CompTel
notes Staff agrees with its position as to intrastate services, and yrges the Commission to
find that Ameritech's s~rcharges '/iolate the Act.

CompTel fyrther contends in its brief that Amerit86h is refYsing to provide trye
"shared transport," as reqYired by Section 251 (c)(J) and the ~CC InterGonnection Order,
~ 44Q 43, 312. CompTel8riefat JQ J8. It is argYed that access to sl=lared transport is
essential becayse it gives UbS pYrchasers nondiscriminatory aCGess to Ameritech's
interoffice ne*"tJork and allows tl=lem to ~se tl=le tra#iG ro~ting instryctions resident in the
10Gai switGh to direGt tl=le entrant's local traf:J4G to otl=ler end o#ices ysing tl=le same tr~nk

groyps as AmeriteGI=l. Tl=le ~CC's snared transport reqyirement, CompTel argYes, does
not mean only that Ameritech myst permit a Garrier p~rcl=lasing dediGated transport to
sl=lare tl=lat facility witl=l otl=ler carriers, whicl=l it impliedly m~st do given tl=lat IbiCs may not
restrict the manner in wl=lich carriers ~se YnbYndled elements; it' also means tl=lat
Ameritech's myst permit other carriers to sl=lare transmission facilities 'Nitl=l itself.
Ameritech's reading of tl:le Act, I:lo\..,e\'er. does not permit competitors to take advantage
of tl:le efficienGies of its interoffice transport neMork; ratl=ler, it forces tl:lem to pYrcl:lase

~ dedicated transport and to constr~ct a dYplicate network. CompTel syggests tl=lat Staff
concyrs in this assessment. CompTel 8rief at J4 J8 (citing Staff ix. 4.Q2 at Q 1Q).
CompTel also argyes tl=lat Ameritecl=l's limitation on its ability to fynction as access
provider violates tl:le cheGklist reqyirement that local switching be provided "YnbYndled
from transport. local loop transmission, or otl:ler services," Section 271 (c)(2)(8)(vi), and
that Ameritecl=l's proposed Gl=large fer "8illing Development" violates tl=le cost based
pricing standard for UNis ana sl=loYld be reGovered on a competiti\'ely ne~tral basis.
CompTel8riefat 38 37.

In direet testimony, Mel witness Marzyllo states tl=lat Ameritecl=l aoes not offer
"Gommon transport" on an l;Inb~ndled basis. MCI acknowleages tl=lat AmeriteGI=l offers
"shared transport," b~t sYgge&ts that it amoynts to notl=ling more tl=lan "aedicated
transport" witl:l a sligl:lt variation. MCI ix. 2.Q at 12. MCI fYrtl=ler contends that offering
Gommon transport on an YnbYndled basis is teGhnically feasible, and that. wl:lile
Ameritech Illinois provides Gommon transport today as to "s switGl:led access serviGe. it
nonetl:leless refyses to so so 'Nitl:l respect to YnbYnsled transport. Id. at 1J. MCI also
testifies tl:lat AmeriteGh Illinois is not cYrrently providing ~nb~nsled looal switol=ling to any
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pFQviaer, altho~gh it has geeR re~~estea p~r6~ant to Se&tion 251. Mr. MaFZ~1I0 also
arg~es that the M~S ana CCT agreements ao not oontain pro~'isions for ~nB~naled local
sWitching. la ..Oat 11 12.

In its 9rief, MCI arg~es that Ameritech m~st pr9\'iee competing earriers all
teohniealty feasiBle transmission facilities. feat~res. ane fwn&tians. Ameriteoh Mel says,
re~~ires re~~esting carriers to p~rohase aeaioates faeilities. ana then to r:r:take
arrangements to share ther:r:t, B~t ref~ses ta make eomman transport availaele in aRY
form, notwithstanding re~~ests from eoth MCI ane AT&T. Citing the testimony of AT&T
witness Fonteix. Mel eontenas that Ar:r:teriteeh's ref~sal to so so is inoansistent with the
re~~irements of the ~CC Oreer. MCI 8rief at 1& 17 (eiting AT&T ex. _.0 at 2Q). Mel
fwrther arg~es that, as Sta# maintains, re~~iring Garriers to p~rohase eeaioatee tFaRSport
to fi)roviae ena to ena telee9mm~RioatioRs serviee will res~lt in inef:fioient ~tilization of the
ne"-\1ork. MCI irief at 17 (eiting Staff ix. 4.02 at Q). Mel also arg~es in it6 erief that
Ameritech is not e~rrently pro'lieing ~ne~nalea loeal &Witohing to any pro'lieer, aRe that
Ameriteeh th~s has failes to oor:r:tfi)ly with the re",~ireR=lents of Seetion 271.

Sprint

In its erief. Sprint s~gge&ts it is ~neisp~tea that Ameriteoh Illinois aoes not pro'/iEle
~n9~nE"eEllooal 6witehing to any 6eR=lpeting earrier. Sprint irief at 12 (citing AR=leritech
ix. 2.2, SoheEl~le 1). Sprint states that it agrees with Staff INitness Terke~rst that, as long
as there are ohecklist items that are not eeing fi)ro\'ieeEl at all, then AR=leriteoh has not R=let
the req~ireR=lents of § 271 ane. eeri'lati'lely. of the checklist. Sprint irief at 12 (oiting Tr.
14&8 &Q).

,
Staff witness Jennings eOR=lR=lentea on three areas of Ameriteoh's UbS offering in

its testir:r:tony. First, Staff testifies that it agrees with AR=leriteoh's fi)osition on payr:r:tent of
oompensation getween p~roRaser60f Ubi and otRer oarriers in all 9~t one resfi)eet: it
aisagrees with Ar:r:teriteoh proposee UbS servioe that req~ires carriers to pay any
originating anEltor terminating aooess oharges to AmeriteeR. Staff ix. 4.00 at 8. Staff
reiterateEl this position in its re9~ttal testir:r:tony, Staff ex. 4.Q1 at 8; Staff elt 4.02 at & Q.
ane in the live testimony phase of tRis fi)roeeeding. Tr. 15Q8 QQ.

Seeon", Mr. Jennings s~ggests that "common tr-anspert" is a network eleFFlent anEl
sl:lo~le 98 pFise" aeeaFEJingly, altRa~gh he is not aware at aRy earrier tRat has req~esteEl

eOFFlmon transport as an ~R9~R"lee RemaFk eleFFlent in aRy at the arlaitration
proeeediRgs. It is eontenaea tl:lat re~~iring earriers to p~rehase aeaisates transport to
proviae eRe to ene teleeomm~nieatioRsseNise will res~1t in ineffisieRt ~se at tRe net\\'eFk.
as earriers will ~nEl it sostly ta p~roha6e Eleaicatea transport from an en" offiee to other

, ene of:fiees; ratl:ler, tl:ley will p~F6Ra6e UbS anEl Eleaieatee transport ta aR Ar:r:teritech
taRElem offiee, res~lting in a sit~ation where traffie that normally wo~IEl ge ro~teEl to an
aEljacent ene of:fiee will ge ro~teEl to an Ameriteeh tandem aRe then to the aEljaeent end
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effiee. In its s~pplen=tental reB~"al testin=teny, ita" eentenes tRat tRis se~le eXRa~st the
sapasity of tt:le taneen=t. Stan EX. 4.02 at Q 10.

In its Brief. Staff reiterates these pesitiens ane states tt:lat An=teritest:l t:las a e~ty to
previee Ubi en an ~nB~nelee bBSis at any tesRnieally feasible peint ane on rates, teFn=ts.
ane Goneitiens tRat are j~st, reasonaBle. ane noneiseri"'inatory. Staff irief at 75. Staff
alse obseFVes tRat tt:le ~GC eefines tAe UbS ele",ent to inQI~ee all vertieal feat~re6.

CentreK, s'.vitGRing, ane any teGRnieally feasible e~sto",izeEt ro~ting f~nQtions. Staff irief
at 75 (eiting ~irst Re@ortane OFEter, ~ 412). AeeoFeing to Stan's eal6~lations,no new bEG
is e~rrently p~rct:lasing UbS fro'" AR=leriteeA.. TRe Staff tAerefere reeoR=lR=lenes tRat the
Ce"'R=lission fine tAat AR=leriteeR Illineis goes not ",eet tRe Seetion 271 ~c) re~~iFeR=lents for
tRis iteR=l.

. AR:leritesR

AR:leritesR eontenes tAat it pro·,iees UbS in f~1I so",pliance '/fitR its eReeklist
oBligatiens. It states tt:lat it R:lakes UbS availaBle ~nser tt:le GOR:lR=lission approvee terms
ane eoneitions ef its interGonneetion agree",ent '/fitR AT&T, ane Ras eevelepee metRoss
ane proGee~res te proviee UbS wt:lenever ereeree. J\n=teriteGR ex. 2.2. SeAee~le 2, at e:
Tr. ii7 71. In aesition, it states tAat re~~esting earriers ",ay OBtain all UbS f~nGtions in a
single element en a per line Basis, in f~1I semplianee '/fitt:l tRe ~GC's reg~latiens.

AmeritesA f~rtt:ler testi~es tRat it will provise any teeRnieally feasiele s~stom ro~ting

arrangement en re~~est. AI eK. 1.0 at 31 32.

AltRO~gA tRey t:lave not re~~estee it, l\meriteeR also states tAat UbS is availaBle to
CCT, MlkS, ane TG(;. AmeriteeR ex. 2.2, SeRee~le 2, at i; Tr. 891 ,102Q 21. It
s~ggests tt:lat tt:lis is eeea~se, as a general preposition, earriers s~eR as GGT, M~S, ans
TG(; tRat install tReir own S'/fitsRes are not likely to t:lave any nees for Ubi from
AmeritesR. AmeriteeR EX. 1.1 at 7 Q.

In response to tt:le arg~R=lents of AT&T, CompTel, an" Staff tRat tAe respensieility
for Billing earrier aSG8SS eAarges Aas not Been preperly alleGate" Be~\'een AR=leriteeA and
tt:le UbS s~essrieer, AR=leritest:l arg~es tRe follewing. It first notes tt:lat, witR respeet to
intFastate sarrieF aseess st:large6, it ,..,ill s~ppres6 leeal 6witeRing et:laFges fer intrastate
eriginating traffie, an" tRat ne pa~ eppesee tt:lis aspeGt of its UbS offering. As to tt:le
iss~e ef AOtN to treat terR=linating aeeess, AR=leritest:l notes tt:lat it initially prepose" not to
Bill tRe UbS 6YB6eriBer fer ~6e of tt:le switet:l to terR=linate tRe traffie, a proposal wt:lereey
AR=leriteGR WOY'" ine~:JF tt:le eosls ane eollest tRe assoeiate" GRarges to tRe IXCs.
AR=leriteeR EK. 1.1 at 51 52. In ligRt of tRe faet tRat GOR=lpTel "oes not s~pport tRis
approaeR, Rowever, A",eriteet:lstates tAat it is not oppose" to eonfoFR=ling its treat",ent of
originating an" teFR=linating aeeess traffie. It netes, Rowever, as Staff Ras aekno'/fle"gea.
tRat traeking ane eilling traffie ter",inating at tt:le loeal s'/fitet:l presents operational
"iffis~lties. TR~s, .~",eriteet:l s~ggests tRat tRe Go",mission sAowl" "irest it ana Staff to
"evelop a metRoaology tAat wo~le allow tRe Ubi earrier to reeeive aS6ess ehaFge
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compensation Jar terminatin8 traffic. Ameritech notes that Staff has ineicatee that it is
willin8 to assist in this ef:fort.

\Nith respect to interstate char8es, CompTel ane Staff oppose Ameriteoh's
proposal to contin~e billin8 IXCs the interstate sarrier oommon line shar8es ("CCL") and
resid~al intersonnestion ohar8e ("RIC"). /\meritech rejoins, hO'IJever, that this iss~e falls
solely '.vithin the provinse of the ~CC. Whether, ane ~neer what sirs,=,mstanoes.
inc~mbent LiCs wo~le be allo'Nee to sontin~e to sollect these "s~bsiey" rate elements in
a ULi en\'ironment was a hotly sontestee iss~e beJare the FCC in Cocket Q6 Q8. In its
First Report ane Oreer, the FCC soncl,=,eee that transitional billin8 of these interstate rate
elements by the ino~mbent bECs wo,=,le be permittee. First Report ane Oreer, ~ 718 20.
Althot:lgh this regt:llation ane many others ha\'e been stayee by the Eighth Ciro~it.

.4\meriteoh rejeGts CompTel's arg~ment that its eesision to sontin~e billing these rate
elements to the IXCs is thereJare improper, s,=,ggesting that only the FCC san make that
eetermination. As to Staffs view that UbS s~bsoribers are entitlee to both interstate and
intrastate assess oharges, Ameritesh notes that Staff took the position in the

. \NholesaleJResale Oreer prooeeeing that this Commission die not have the a~thority to
.determine how interstate assess sharges wOl:Jle be treated, absent a delegation of
al:Jthori~ from the FCC. Wholesale Oreer at 61. The FCC did not so eelegate its
a~thori~: it preserved only the states' a~thority to aedress intrastate acsess sharges. 47
C.~.R. § 51.515.

Regarding the argl:Jment of AT&T, CompTel, ane Staff that the I:Jnb,=,nelee
transport options of:fereeby Ameriteoh for I:Jse in connection with UbS are incomplete, in
that "sommon transport" is treatee as a seNise (with service based prices), rather than as
an I:Jnbl:Jnelee network element (with I:Jnbl:Jndlee nelwork element basee prices),

. AR=leritech replies that this iss~e red~ces to a displ:Jte o\'er prising Jar the FCC. Ameritech
~4 s~ggests that the debate is over 'Nhether Ameritesh shol:Jls be re~l:Jiree to of:fer an option

of Ubi sombines 'Nith \\'hat the parties refer to as "sommon transport." In resognition of
the faot that the ~se of ene to ene eedisated fasilities mi8ht not al'Nays be eoonomis for
all sarriers. Ameritesh e*plains that it proviees a hybris option whereby ULS s~bssribers

may sombine a nelwork element (Ubi) with a seNice it of:fers (U' wholesale I:Jsa8e) that
rides on the pl:Jblic switches network.•4\meritesh E*. 1.1 at 56 57. Thl:Js, it is argl:Jee that.
not\fJithstansin8 COFFlpTel's testimony, Ameritesh is. neither re~l:Jiring Ubi sl:Jbssribers to

. ,=,se a "separately engineeres, parallel, interof:fise network" nor denying them ,=,se of the
. "saFRe rOl:Jting algorithFRs ans interof:fise fasilities to sOFRplete local calls as AFReritesh

Illinois." CompTeI e)(. 1.2 at 13 14. Thl:Js. Ameritesh says, the iss,=,e here is siFRply a
debate ot/er~.

AFReritesh ne)(t sontenes that, while COFFlpTel ans s8¥eral other IXC's ha¥e SOI:J8ht
to charasteri2e "somFFlon transport" as a network eleFFlent, FCC reg,=,lations reql:Jire only
that AFReritesh ~nbl:Jnele two ~pes of interof:fise transmission facilities: EteEtisates ane
shares. 47 C.~.R. § 51.31 Q. both of whish AFReritech provides. It thl:Js sI:Jg8ests that the
~CC will determine whether "soFFlFFlon transport" is a net\fJork element when it reconsiders
its First Report ane Oreer. iestion 251 (d) of the ".ot vests in the FCC the a~thority to
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estatllish. in the Jirst instante, regbllatiens that deJine netwerk ele~ents and te determine
whieh netwerk ele~ents ~blst l:Ie previded te ee~petin9 earriers.

Commission Conclusion

There are variebls rare9le~s with A~eriteeh's ee~plianee with this eheeklist ite~.

~irst and feremest.. A~eriteeh's prepesed Ubi seNise sheblld net re~blire sarriers te pay
any originating aneJerter~inating aesess eharges ta A~eriteeh. ,A;~eFiteeh is si~ply nat
entitlee te eentinble ta eelleet interstate ae6ess sharies sin6e it is net pratJiging aesess to
tt:le ene blser thF9b1gh bln9b1neled 19sal s'/fitehing. Sblsh eelleetien direttly tantraEliets the
9b1r 'AlhelesaleJPlatfermOrEler in Oe6ket 95 Q458.

iesend, Ameriteeh states that it has Elevelapea ~ethads and pFasedbires ta
prot/ide Ubi when oraeree. Hawever, internal testing af Ubi has jblst gegwn and
AFRerite6h !:las net prettiEleg any eviGiense at t!:le FeSbllts at these tests. Censistent with
Oblr stanElara that with respeet te a raarti6b1lar eheeklist item. all systeR=ls ~blSt ge in plase
ang there mblst ge sbl~6ient testing at the ite~ se that this C9FRmission ean have a high
level e( oen(iaenee that saia oheeklist ite~ will (blnotian as expecateEl. This is net yet the
ease with Ubi at this time.

After the first Hearing Examiner's Proposed Order was issued in this docket. the
contested issues associated with the collection of interstate access charges have now
been resolved in the FCC's recent Access Charge Reform Order.

~blrt!:leF~are 1

-Ameritech's ULS offering does not include the customized routing of operator
services and directory assistance ("OS/DA") which is required to be provided as part of
unbundled local SWitching. The FCC's regulations provide that Ameritech is required to
provide requesting carriers with "nondiscriminatory access" to "local switching capability,"
which includes "any technically feasible customized routing functions provided by the
switch." 47 C.F.R. § 51.319. In its First Report and Order, the FCC stated (at ~ 536) that
incumbent LECs are required "to the extent technically feasible, to provide customized
routing, which would include such routing to a competitor's operator services or directory
assistance platform." Before Ameritech can be deemed to have met the checklist item for
unbundled local switching, it must make available customized routing of the ULS­
purchasing carrier's OS/DA traffic as a standard offering.

Accordingly, this checklist item has not been met.

7. 911, E911, and Operator Call Completion Services

Positions of the Parties and Staff
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Checklist item (vii) requires Ameritech Illinois to provide nondiscriminatory access
to: (I) 911 and E911 services; (II) directory assistance services to allow the other carrier's
customers to obtain telephone numbers; and (III) operator call completion services.

Aside from the few issues discussed by Staff in its brief, nondiscriminatory access
to 911, E911, and operator call completion services was basically not a contested issue in
this proceeding. Staff maintains that the dispositive issue is whether Ameritech is actually
furnishing nondiscriminatory access to 911, E911, and Operator Call Completion
services. Staff Brief at 78. It notes that no party has suggested that Ameritech is making
911 and' E911 services available in a nondiscriminatory manner, and recommends that
the Commission find that the 911 and E911 agreement between CCT and Ameritech ;s
nondiscriminatory. Staff also concedes that Ameritech is furnishing 911, E911, and
directory assistance services to CCT. Staff asserts, however, that Ameritech Illinois is not
furnishing, and therefore not "providing," operator call completion services to CCT. Staff
Brief at 80 (citing Ameritech Ex. 2.2, Schedule 1, at 12-13). Since Section
271 (c)(2)(B)(vii) separately enumerates 911, E911, directory assistance, and operator call
completion services, Staff thus recommends that the Commission find that checklist item
(vii) has not been met.

Ameritech argues that it satisfies the competitive checklist for this service by
prOViding access to 911, E911, as/OA, and operator call completion services to TCG,
MFS, and CCT on a nondiscriminatory basis through its agreements with those parties.
Ameritech witness Ounny testified that the Company is providing 911 and E911 services
to eeT, MFS, and TCG; operator call completion to TCG; and directory assistance
services to MFS. Ameritech Ex. 2.2, Schedule 1-2. In reply to Staff's contention that
Ameritech is not providing operator call completion services to CeT, Ameritech reiterates

. its position that to provide means either to make available or to furnish. As Ameritech
~ Illinois makes operator call completion services available to eCT, the Company urges the

Commission to find that it has satisfied the requirements of the Act.

Commission Conclusion

We find that Ameritech satisfies the checklist requirements with respect to
provision of nondiscriminatory access to 911, E911, and operator call completion

• services. The record evidence demonstrates that Ameritech is actually furnishing 911
, and E911 services to CCT, MFS, and TCG; operator call completion services to TCG;
and directory assistance services to MFS, pursuant to its interconnection agreements with
those parties. No one argues that Ameritech is providing these services in a
discriminatory manner. Although Staff notes that Ameritech is not actually furnishing
operator call completion services to CCT, this item is available to CCT in a fashion that
meets our standards for availability. Therefore, we find that Ameritech has satisfied this
portion of the competitive checklist.
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8. White Pages

Checklist item (viii) requires Ameritech Illinois to provide white pages directory
listings for customers of the other carrier's telephone exchange service.

Positions of Parties and Staff

Although, in their direct testimony, AT&T and Sprint challenged Ameritech
provision of white pages listings, only Staff continues to raise the issue. In its direct
testimony, Staff witness Tate noted that Ameritech already provides white pages listings
to other carriers via the parties' negotiated agreements. Staff Ex. 6.00 at 5. Mr. Tate
further observed that the FCC has declined to include additional items such as White
Page or Yellow Page directories, "customer guides," and Information Pages within the
meaning of "directory assistance and directory listings" as used in Section 251(b)(3) of the
Act. Id.

In its brief, Staff does not contest Ameritech position that customers of competing
carriers will be provided with listings in Ameritech's white pages directories. Staff Brief at
81. Staff notes that CCT and MFS have not disputed the adequacy of Ameritech's white
pages listings, and concurs with Ameritech's analysis that the FCC has not imposed any
additional obligations on ILECs regarding access to directories. Staff accordingly
recommends that the Commission find that the directory listings arrangement between
Ameritech and CCT is nondiscriminatory. Staff Brief at 82. As to pricing, conceming
which the Act is silent, Staff observes that competitive local service subscribers will
receive one free listing for each directory that Ameritech publishes that covers the
address of the subscriber. Where the non-Ameritech subscriber requests to be listed in a
"foreign" directory (one outside its address area), Staff notes, Ameritech Illinois will
charge a reasonable annual fee equal to that charged to its own customers. In summary,
Staff recommends that the Commission find that Ameritech satisfies the checklist
requirements of the Act for white page directory listings. Staff Brief at 84.

Ameritech contends that its provision of white pages satisfies the requirements of
the checklist. The Company provides customers of competing carriers with one free
listing in each directory that itpublishes in that custome~s service area, and this
Commission and the FCC have both rejected the argument that ILECs should be required
to offer other services, such as yellow page listings, information pages listings, and the
distribution of directories. As the FCC explained in its Second Report and Order, ft 138­
48, "the only requirement to be placed on LECs was the necessity of prOViding directory
listings to competing providers in readily accessible magnetic tape or electronic formats in
a timely fashion upon request." This Commission likewise stated in the AT&T arbitration
that Ameritech's provision of white pages access in fact "exceeds the minimum
requirements of the Act and furthers its competitive goals ...." Dockets 96-AB-003 & 96­
AB-004, Order at 27-28. Ameritech argues that there is no reason to revisit this issue and
urges the Commission to reject any argument to expand the Act's requirements. Mr.
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Dunny provides additional reasons why Ameritech's I position should prevail on this issue.
Ameritech Ex. 2,1 at 33-36,34-38.

Commission Conclusion

Both the FCC and this Commission have rejected the argument that Ameritech
should be required to offer yellow page listings, information pages listings, and the
distribution of directories. Indeed, we ruled in the AT&T arbitration that Ameritech's
prOVision of white 'pages access exceeded the minimum requirements of the Act, Dockets

. 96-AB-003 & 96-AB-004. Order at 27-28, and the FCC has made clear that an ILEC's
obligations in this area do not extend beyond providing directory listings to competing
providers. Second Report and Order. 1m 138-48. As there is no reason to revisit this
issue. we find that Ameritech Illinois has fully satisfied the checklist requirements for white
pages listings.

9. Numbering Administration

Checklist item (ix) requires Ameritech Illinois to provide, until the date by which
telecommunications numbering administration guidelines, plan. or rules are established,
nondiscriminatory access to telephone numbers for assignment to the other carrier's
telephone exchange customers and. after that date, compliance with such guidelines,
plan. or rules.

Positions of Staff and Ameritech

No party to this proceeding has disputed that Ameritech's provision of numbering
administration complies with the checklist requirements, and in its brief Staff expresses
agreement with Ameritech's position that: (1) until new numbering administration
guidelines are established, Ameritech will continue to assign central office codes under
existing industry guidelines and regulatory rules, under the oversight and complaint
jurisdiction of the FCC and this Commission; (2) in the meantime, Ameritech continues to
make reasonable efforts to transfer its number administration responsibilities to a neutral
third party; and (3) Ameritech prOVides nondiscriminatory access to telephone numbers
for assignment to other carriers' telephone exchange seNice customers in accordance

~ with current Central Office Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines and the current NPA
Relief Planning Guidelines. Staff further explains that, since Ameritech does not charge
for telephone number assignments and no party has alleged discriminatory treatment in
receiving them, the Commission need not address the issue of discrimination. Staff
concludes that the evidence of record supports a finding that Ameritech is providing

. checklist item (ix) to CCT, as well as numerous other carriers in Illinois, in accordance
with the requirements of the Act.

Ameritech contends in its testimony and brief that it has complied fully with the
requirements of Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(ix) regarding access to telephone numbers. The
Company notes that no party has contested this issue. and that Staff concurs with its
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position. Ameritech Ex. 2.0 at 74·75; Ameritech Ex. 2.1 at 38; Ameritech Ex 2.2,
Schedule 1, at 14. Thus, Ameritech urges the Commission to find that it has satisfied the
requirements of the Act.

Commission Conclusion

The Commission finds that Ameritech satisfies this checklist item.

10. Databases and Associated Signaling

Checkllst item (x) requires Ameritech Illinois to provide nondiscriminatoryaccess to
databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion

Positions of Parties and Staff

Although, in earlier phases of this proceeding, AT&T and MFS submitted testimony
regarding databases and associa~ed signaling, only Staff and rCG address the subject in
their briefs. Accordingly, our discussion will focus on the issues TCG and Staff raise.

TCG

In its brief, TCG complains that Ameritech is not satisfying the requirements for
provisioning AIN services because Ameritech has failed to develop written procedures
and benchmarks for provisioning such services and for developing ordering interfaces for
such services. TCG Brief at 4. TCG states that Ameritech has excessive discretion to
determine the manner in which it will fulfill its AIN provisioning obligations.

Staff

Staff has not contested the scope of Ameritech's signaling networks and call
related databases, which includes line information database (lIDB), toll free calling
database, advanced intelligence network (AIN), and databases used for call routing and
completion, as required by 47 C.F.R. § 51.319(e). Staff Brief at 86. Rather, Staff
maintains that, while Ameritech's agreements with MFS and TCG address access to
signaling and call-related databases, the CCT agreement does not. Staff acknowledges
that Ameritech nonetheless provides such access to eCT, but argues that Ameritech has
not satisfied the checklist because ccrs access is not prOVided pursuant to the terms of
a Section 252 agreement.

Ameritech contends that it fully complies with the Ad's requirements and the
FCC's rules governing provision of access to its databases and associated signaling
necessary for call routing and completion. The Company points out that it is currently
making available and furnishing access to databases and signaling to CCT, MFS, and
TCG under its interconnection agreements with those carriers. Ameritech Ex. 2.2,
Schedule 2, at 10. As Staff notes, the scope of Ameritech's provision of signaling
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networks and call related databases is not at issue; all that is contested is whether CCT is
receiving them pursuant to an arbitrated agreement. Regarding Staffs contention that the
necessary provisions are not in the CCT agreement, Ameritech rejoins by reiterating its
position that CCT is entitled, pursuant to the MFN clause in its agreement with Ameritech,
to the benefit of the arbitrated provisions of the AT&T Agreement.

Concerning TCG's claim that Ameritech has failed to develop written procedures
and benchmarks for provisioning AIN services and for developing ordering interfaces for
such services, Ameritech answers that its process for provisioning AIN to competing
carriers is comparable to the manual process that Ameritech uses to provide AIN services
for its own, retail customers. Ameritech also responds to TCG's concern that it has
excess discretion in its provisioning of AIN by a fleXibility of AIN technology, which must
be customized to the network architectures and switching configurations of the requesting
carrier. Ameritech's manual ordering process permits such customization, to the benefit
of all competing carriers.

Commission Conclusion

The Commission finds that Ameritech complies with the Act's requirements and
the FCC regulations pertaining to provision of access to its databases and associated
signaling necessary for call routing and completion. It provides access to its signaling
network, call-related databases, and service management systems through its Signal
Transfer Points, in the same manner and via the same signaling link functionality used by
Ameritech itself. Ameritech currently is making available and furnishing access to
databases and signaling to CCT, MFS, and TCG pursuant to interconnection agreements
with those carriers. No party contests the sufficiency of this access. Regarding Staff's

. concern that CCT is not being provided access to signaling and call related databases
pursuant to an arbitrated agreement, we reject that argument on the ground that CCT has
access, through the MFN clause in its agreement, to the same databases and signaling
networks, and on the same terms and conditions, that AT&T is entitled to under its
arbitrated agreement with Ameritech. Respecting TCG's concern that Ameritech has
excessive discretion in the provisioning of AIN, we agree with Ameritech Illinois that the
need for customization of AIN to the network architectures and switching configurations of
the requesting carrier is consistentwith the use of a manual ordering process.

Number Portability

Checklist item (xi) requires Ameritech Illinois to provide, until the date by
which the FCC issues regulations pursuant to Section 251 to require number
portability, interim telecommunications number portability through remote call
forwarding, direct inward dialing trunks, or other comparable arrangements, with as
little impairment of functioning, quality, reliability, and convenience as possible.
After that date, Ameritech Illinois must fully comply with such regulation
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Positions of Parties and Staff

AT&T

AT&T witness Judith Evans testified that, while Ameritech is required to fUlly
implement permanent number portability ("PNpII) in the entire Chicago MSA, MSA 1, by
December 31, 1997, it is not required to make PNP available on a statewide basis outside
of the Chicago area until at least June 1, 1999. (Evans Direct, AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 10).
Therefore, the availability of effective interim number portability arrangements have
become even more critical, and particularly important to carriers, given the uncertainty
which has arisen as to whether the PNP date in MSA 1 will be met (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at. 11­
12).

AT&T contends that Ameritech has failed to meet its number portability obligations
by its refusal to provide route indexing as an interim number portability option,
notwithstanding the fact that route indeXing is technicaUy feasible and has been
voluntarily provided by at least three other RBOCs. AT&T notes that the effect of
Ameritech's position is clearly anticompetitive because the practical effect of denying
route indexing as an interim number portability option essentially eliminates AT&T's ability
to offer medium and large business customers the same service and functionality that
Ameritech can offer them.

Ms. Evans testified that while the methods Ameritech currently offers are adequate
for AT&T's smaller customers, they inefficient, are too expensive or lack the functionality
necessary to serve other carriers' medium to large business customers. Route Indexing­
Portability Hub ("RI-PH") is the best and most efficient interim number portability solution
that will satisfy carrier's technical requirements for serving its medium to large business
customers at a level of service they require from the carrier. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at. 14-15,17).
By not offering RI-PH, Ameritech may fend off competition for the local business of these
large business customers.

Furthermore, while Local Exchange Routing Guide ("LERGtt) reassignment is the
best interim solution for serving carrier's largest business customers (a solution Ameritech
has agreed to offer), the effectiveness of LERG reassignment is dependent upon the
ability to use RI-PH as a transitional method while the LERG is undergoing reassignment
throughout the industry. Therefore, Ameritech's unwillingness to provide RI-PH at least
as a transitional method effectively denies carriers the ability to take advantage of LERG
Reassignment, and effectively denies carriers the opportunity to serve yet another
competitively significant customer segment - the very large national business customer.
(AT&T Ex. 8.0 at. 22-23,28).

Staff

Staff notes that Ameritech currently is providing transitional number portability,
pursuant to state tariffs it has filed with the Commission, through remote call forwarding
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(RCF) and direct inward dialing (DID) technology, which the FCC approved in its
Telephone Number Portability First Order, CC No. 95-116 ("Portability Order"). Staff
proposes that Ameritech also should provide LERG Reassignment as an interim number
portability option. Staff Ex. 6.0 at 9-10.

In its brief, Staff notes that Ameritech Illinois' agreements with CCT, MFS, and
TCG address the provisioning of INP, and that the Commission has approved Location
Routing Number ("LRN") as the PNP solution in the Chicago MSA, with full
implementation expected by the beginning of the fourth quarter of 1997. Staff Brief at 88.
It further argues that, given that PNP will not take effect until late 1997, it is important that
any INP method be technically feasible now, available now, not overly costly, and able to
port numbers with a minimum loss of functionality. Although Ameritech suggests that
RCF and DID both satisfy federal law and meet the needs of the industry, Staff has in
prior arbitrations recommended that Ameritech offer NXX migration (LERG
Reassignment), and Ameritech has agreed to add this option. According to Staff, the
record shows that Ameritech currently provides INP to MFS through RCF and DID.
Ameritech's agreement with MFS allows INP through NXX migration, but the agreements
with CCT and TCG do not provide for NXX migration. Staff suggests true number
portability is not yet available. and recommends that the Commission decline to determine
whether Ameritech will be in full compliance with the FCC's prospective regulations. Staff
Brief at 89. As to the issue of INP, however, Staff notes that the CCT agreement
provides for competitively neutral cost recovery and that the MFS and TCG rates for INP
have been suspended pending approval of a competitively neutral cost recovery
mechanism. Accordingly, Staff urges that the Commission find that Ameritech has met
the checklist requirements for number portability at this time.

Ameritech

Ameritech testified that it currently provides interim number portability in a manner
consistent with the requirements of Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(x), and suggests there is no
serious question that it is in compliance with this Checklist item. Ameritech Ex. 2.1 at 39;
Ameritech Ex. 2.2, Schedule 1, at 14.

In response to AT&rs suggestion that Ameritech will later be reluctant to provide
. PNP, Ameritech contends that its future compliance with that requirement is irrelevant
. here and can only be addressed in the unlikely event that such a problem arises. §

271 (c)(2)(B)(xi). It is suggested that AT&rs testimony on this issue "clearly demonstrates
how far AT&T is willing to go to invent issues in this proceeding, whether or not they have
any merit.It Ameritech Ex. 2.1 at 40. Ameritech's national leadership in number portability
is evidenced by the FCC's decision to perform a number portability field test in Chicago,
and AT&T witness Evans and AT&T representative Dan Noorani "have repeatedly
expressed their satisfaction with the progress of number portability in IlIinois." Ameritech
Ex. 2.1 at 40.
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As to AT&T's contention that Ameritech must provide RI-PH as an interim number
portability option, Ameritech notes that the Commission has twice rejected this proposal
- in the Customers First order and again in the AT&T arbitration. Dockets 94-0096 (et
81. (cons.), Order at 110-11; Docuts Q6-AB-Q03!96-0Q4, Order at 25-26. Ameritech
urges the Commission to reject AT&T's proposal again, on the basis that RI-PH is an
intermediate-term solution, the implementation of which would divert resources from
developing a long-term solution. It also suggests that AT&T has exaggerated the
significance of earlier investigations of RI-PH, the technical feasibility of which has not
been demonstrated. Ameritech Ex. 2.1 at 42-45. As the Commission stated in the AT&T
arbitration, "(t]he likelihood is that RI-PH would be obsolete before it was ever needed."
pockets 96-AB-003 & 96-AB-0Q4, Order at 25.

Regarding Staffs suggestion that Ameritech should provide LERG Reassignment,
Ameritech testified that it supports LERG Reassignmentwhen an entire NXX belongs to a
single customer, or when a substantial portion of an NXX belongs to a single customer
and the remainder is reserved or otherwise unused. Ameritech Ex. 2.1 at 42.
Accordingly, Ameritech Illinois urges the Commission to find, as Staff recommends, that it
satisfies the checklist requirements for this item.

Commission Conclusion

The Commission finds that Ameritech currently provides interim number portability
in a manner consistent with the requirements of Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(x). With respect to
interim number portability, we stand by our prior decisions not to require Ameritech to
provide RI-PH as an INP option. Pocket ~os. 94-0Q96 (et 81. (cons.), Order at 110-11;
Dockets 96-AB-QQ3I96-Q04, Order at 25-26. We also find reasonable the limitations that
Ameritech Illinois places on its LERG Reassignment offering. As to AT&T's concerns that
Ameritech may prove reluctant to provide permanent number portability are unsupported
and premature. The Commission will not assume that Ameritech will evade its legal
obligations.

11. Dialing Parity

Checklist item (xii) requires Ameritech Illinois to provide nondiscriminatory access
to such services or information as are necessary to allow the requesting carrier to
implement local dialing parity in accordance with the requirements of section 251 (b)(3).

__...:.T.:.s;he...1iIIlHearing Examiner's Proposed· Order conclud~ that Ameritech Illinois
goes not satisfy this reQuirement beeau,e an FCC order released on Fm>ruary 19.1997.
requires Ameritech Illinois to provide dilling Plrity for 611 calls - either by creating a 611
gateway service for ClEe use or by, implementing 10-digit dialing for its own repair
customers. (H~PO, pp. 51-52).

Ameritech Illinois agrees with the Proposeg Order's view of the FCC's February 19
order and presented a compliance plan in its supplemental testimony. Effective May 15,
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1997. Ameritech Illinois implemented 800/888 number access for all customers not now
using 10 digits to access Ameritech Illinois' repair services. In fact. 10-digit repair access
has been used in Ameritech Illinois' service territory for business customers since 1994.
A message recording for 611 calls was implemented on May 1, 1997. announcing the
impending change to 800/888 access. Additional notification is occurring through bill
messages. advertising and customer contacts as necessary so that customer education
is as complete as possible. (Am. III. Ex. 1.4. pp. 23-25). Permissive dialing of either the
611 or 800/888 number will be allowed until June 1, 1997. After June 1. 1997. Ameritech
Illinois' repair services will be available only through the 800/888 number. (Am. III. Ex.
1.5. p. 25). The Company will maintain an intercept message on 611 until a full cycle of
new directory deliveries has been completed. (Am. III. Ex. 1.4, p. 25).

Staff supports Ameritech Illinois' compliance plan and no other party commented
on it. (Staff Ex. 6.03. pp. 3-4). Thus. Ameritech Illinois will have satisfied this checklist
requirement by June 1.1997.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that Ameritech satisfies this checklist item.

Positions of the Parties ans the Staff

CompTel
CompTel introet~seet testimony t~at sompeting sarrieF6 FF1~st ~e a~le to

"pres~~ssri~e" the losal operator (0 ) anet etirestory (411) etialing patterns to operator ans
sir8stor systeFFls of its s~oise. COFFlpTel iM. 1.0 at 20 21. COFFlpTel witness Gillan
&wggesteet that Ameritesh has inetisateet that etialing parity FF1ay not ~8 teshnisally Jeasi~le,

B~t argweet that ft.FF1eritesh FF1wst solisit ans OBtain the nesessary sof:twere to sOFFlply with
the Ast's sialing parity Fe~wireFFlents. COFFlpTel iM. 1.0 at 21.

In its sirest testimony, Staff eMplaineet that Mpa s~stoFFlerswho ha\fe sWBssri~eet to
losal eMshange servise froFFl MpS san make a losal sail to a losal s~stoFFler of ft.FF1eritesh
Illinois within the saFFle losal salling area withowt sialing any e~ra sigits or soses. Staff

• witness Tate fwrther stateet that Ameritesh's FF10etifieet intrabATA toll tariff, whish ~esame

.~ e#esti'Je on Awgwst i, 199i, 60FFlplies with 90th the COFFlmission's CwstoFFlers piF6t Orser
. anet the IntraLATA Toll Qialing Parity R~le.

In his Fe9wttal teBtiFFlony, hOIf.'ever, Staff witness Gasparin testifies sonS8ming
assess to 411 ane &11 etialing. Mr. Gasparin notee that the ~CC'S Sesonet Report ans
Oreer in Cosket Wo. 9i Qa states. at paragraph 22, that:

\Nith etialing parity, a telephone s~stomer san preselest any
pro\<ieter of telephone eMshange servise or telephone toll
servise INitho~t ha\'ing to etial eMtra sigits to rowte a sail to that
sarrier's network.
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rh~s, Mr. Gasparin sonGI~aea. if A~eriteGh proviaes "a99re'/iatee" aialing for assess to
its direstory assistanse. repair seFllises, or otRe,. si~ilar sero.'iGes. it ~~st prolJiEie parity to
eompeting sarriers. Sta" ix. d.01 at 5. \AA:lile Mr. Gasparin so~le not prolJiee a se~nitive

sol~tion to t!=le pr09lem. Re s~ggestes tRat ".~erites!=l eoneeilJa91y eo~ls oJfer parity for
abBreviates sialing via line Glass soses. ~tiliiatian of AIN. or 9y aeveloping ot!=ler
softwarel !=larsware sol~tions. ~e notes tRat A~eriteGI:l Go~ls also ~eet its parity
obligations in this sontext By eli~inating its 411 ana 611 sialing progra~s. altho~g!=l !=le
states that sonS~Mer familiarity with those pr9graMs s9l:1nseles against tt:lat option.
exsept as a last resort. As to the feasibility of line Glass s0ges, he FesomFReneed t!=lat t!=le
Co~~ission direst Ameritesh to test tt:leFR anEi opinea that the Company st:lol:lls be aBle
to demonstrate wt:lether they are feasible. Sta" ix. 3.01 at 4 7.

In its brief. Staff expresses aisagFee~ent with AmeritesR's position that it !=las
satisfieEi t!=le sReGklist re~~ire~ents for sialing parity. Staff s~ggests that G~sto~ers of
sOFRpeting sarriers s!=lo~IQ be able to aial the exast sa~e n~mberof eigits for the seFllises
aessribes in Sestion ~11 (b)(d), whish, it sontenas. inGll:Iaes all seFlliees. It is ins~ffisient.

argl:les Sta", fer Ameritesh Illinois to "warm transfer" 68l1s in oFEter to satisfy the aialing
parity re~~ire~ents. Staff irief at 64. \AA:lile itaff asknolJl'leages that the Com~ission

fe~nEJ it sl:lffieient for ,A.Meritesh to warM transfer Galls in ConsoliEtateEJ COGket QI 04 fii. it
~aintains that the iss~es in that gOGket senteree aro~na the teshnisal feasibility of the
GI:I&tom ro~ting of 611 seFlliGe. ane whet!=ler 611 seFllise showla be Fesole, net aro~ns t!=lo
issl:le of EJialing parity. Until AFReriteGh eitRer iMplements a tesRni681 solwtion tRat allows
resollers' onEJ ~sers to aial 611 ana reash tl:le reseller or, alternati\'ely, expanQs t!=lo 611
seFlliso repair nWMber to ten aigits. Staff r860mmenes that the Co~mission~na t!=lat t!=lo
Company has not Gompliea with shosklist ite~ (xii).

AmeriteGh arg~es that it is bot!=l making alJaila91e ane f~rnishing lesal aialing parity
by prolJiEJing nonaisGriminatoFy aGGess to seFllises ane information that permtt re~westing
sarriers to imple~ent EJialing parity in aGsorEJanGe 'NitR aeGtion 211 (b)(3) of the Ast.
AGGoraing to ".moritesh, aestion 211 (b)(d) re~~ires all biGs to proviEJe EJialing parity to
so~peting pFO\'iEJors of IOGal s8F11ise ans imposes on biCs tRe swty to prelJiEJo
nonaisQri~inatary aGsess to telephone n~mbeF6. operator seFlliGes, sire9tory assi&tanGe.
ane. aire9tory listiAgs with no wnreasonable aelay. AMeritesh Illinois wttness Q~nny

testified tt:lat AmerttesR fwrRisRes tRe Gamponen.s 9f sieling parity in tRe form of nwmber
portabili~ ane Ronaissri~iRatory assess to rCG, MIRS. MIRa, ane CCT p..rs~ant to
intereonnestien agreements wit!=l eash sarrior. Amerttesh ix. 2.2. ast:leel:lle 2. at 12. As
a reswl. of these agreements, A~eriteeh Illinois sontenes, s~stomers of ett:ler losal
eMGhange sarriers ana AmeritesR are able to aial eash otRer ..sing the sa~e 7 aigitl11
aigit aialing patterns that apply to salls betvleen swsto~eF6WRO s~bssribe to soro.'iGe from
tRe samo sarrier. AI ex. 2.0 at 69. AMerites!=l also points a~t t!=lat it has Been f~rnis!=ling

~ PIC pres~bssriJ:ltionfor toll Galls sinGe April 7, 1QQ6.
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\OJith regarEl to StaWs position that, if .l\meriteGh ijtilizes aeereviateS sialing patterns
fer repair servi6es. tRen it mijst provise 60FRparaele Etialing patterns to other 6arriers.
AmeriteGh Illinois rejoins that StaWs position is inGonsistent with SeGtion 251 (e)(3), whiGh
provises (emphasis asses):

DIAbiNG ~ARITY The SijPy to provise sialing pariPy to
60FRpeting proviSers of telephone eM61:lange servi6e anS
telepl:lone toll serviGe, anS the Sijty to perFRit all Sij6h
provisers to have nonSisGriFRinatory a66ess to tele@hone
nijFReeF6, . operator servi68s, SireGtory assistan6e, anS
Sire6tor\, listings, witl:l no ijnreasonaele sialing Selays.

AFReriteGh 60ntenSs tl:lat neither this pro\'ision nor the ~CC regijlations oeligate it to
provise Elialing parity fer repair servi6e Galls. Sij6h Galls are aEiFRinistrative in natijFe anEl
eeyonS the s60pe of Se6tion 251(e)(3). The ~CC's Se60nS Report anS OrSer Soes not
Ele1ine sialing parity in terFRS 01 Nil sialing patterns. Moreover, it is argijes, no parPy
Gontests the faGt that Gijstomers of Gompeting Garriers So ha'/e aGGess to ElireGtory
assistanGe or repair serviGes ijsing preGisely the same sialing patterns. ijtilizeS ey
AFReriteGh GijstOFRers. ~or eMaFRple, the Gijstomers of a reseller or Garrier pijrGhasing
ijneijnSleS 10Gai switGhing Gan Elial 4 ~ 1 to reaGh AFRerite6h ElireGtory assistanGe. SiFRilarly,
assijming tRat a faGilities easeEi Garrier Ghooses to prograFR its switGh to aGGept 411 Galls,
GijstOFRers of tRat Garrier Gan also Sial 411 to reaGR tRat Garrier's EtireGtory assistanGe
platferm or that of another proviSer. AFReriteGR iM.2.2 at Q 10. Alternatively, AFReriteGh

( notes, the Garrier either Gan ijse these same Etialing patterns to aGGess ElireGtory
assistanGe serviGes provises ey that Garrier, or reqijest seleGtive rOijting of SireGtory
assistanGe Galls from .l\meriteGh Illinois. AmeriteGh EM. 2.2 at 10: Amerite6h. EM. 5.1 at

. 11 13.

Amerite6h also testifies that it offers sialing pariPy with respeGt to repair serviee
Galls, altROijgh it again maintains that these Galls are BeyonS the sGope of the sesGription
of Elialing pariPy ijnSer SeGtion 251 (e)(3). As an eMample, AFReriteGh Illinois eMplains that
when a reseller's enS ijser 6ijstOFRer Sials 611, that 6ijstOFRer is provises the appropriate
repair nijFRBer fer the reseller anS "warFR transferreS" to the reseller's repair Bijreaij, as
reqijiredBY the Illinois \ftA:\olesale Order in DOGket Q5 0458/0531, at 54 55. /t.nEt, as with
411 Galls, a ew&tOFRer of a Garrier wtilizing its own swit6h Gan dial 611 to reaGh that

. earrier's repair serviae, prot/iEleEi that the Garrier Ghoeses to prograFR its switGA te aGGept
611 Galls. It is tRerefere argijeEi that StaWs GonGerns are l:.tnfol:.tnEteEl, et/en assijFRing that
AmeriteGh Illinois has an OBligation to proviEle sialing parity for sl:.tGh Galls ijnEter the AGt
anS the 60FRpetitive GheGklist.

With respe6t to COFRpTel's 60ntention that AFReriteGh is not proviEling Elialing parity
eeGal:.tse Garriers GanRot "preSijBS6riee" to the 10Gai operatorJSireGtory assistanGe serviee
of another prot/iEler, Amerite6h rejoins that COFRpTel's positioR is ijnsijpportes By the
~CC'S SeGonEi Report anEi OrEler, whiGh Eloes not reqijire that presijesGription ee
eMtenSeS to 411 or 0 Elialing Galls. Moreover, AmeriteGh argijes, this Commission's rijles
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sp.sifisally exempt 411 ans 0 salling as well as 611 salls fr'em any pres~bssriptieA

ebligatian, 83 III. Asm. Case 773.120(s).

~inally, Amerit.sR nates tRat tRe Cammissian asaresses aialiAg parity iss~es in
tR8 Sprint arbitratiaA. TRe Cammissien appra'/ee AmeFitesR lIIinais' pra~asa' ta previae
assess ta 41 H611 n~mBers, insl~aing tRe~se af war'" transfers. iprint ArBitratian
()esisian, Desket 96 Ali 111, at 18 20. As its pa8itien in tRis preseeaing matsRes tRat
appravea in tRe iprint arbitratian, AmeritesR Illineis santenas tRat tAere is na reasan ta
re',isit the iss~e ana that it sha~ls Be fe~n9 to have satisfies tAe ,A,&t ans the seR:lpetiti¥e
shesklist.

Commission Censl~sion

The ~CC spesifisally reEt~ires sialing parity fer 611 salls. In CC Oesket Na. Q2
19B, releases ~eBrwary 1Q. 1QQ7, the ~CC states tAat "(W)itA ml:ll*iple biCs in tAe losal
market, assess to tAese eases [411 ans 611] fer repair ans bwsiness effiee I:ISe8 by anly
ene faeilities bases earrier serving tAat Market wal:lls be anti 6&mpettWte." In arser fer
AmeritesA ta meet tAe sialing parity reEll:lireMent fer 611 sePltiee, ,A,meritesA sAal:lls eitAer
impleR:lent a teeAnisal sall:ltien ta allow resellers' ens wsers ta sial 611 ana reasA tRe
Feseller er alternati\<ely, expans tAe 611 servise repair nl:lmber ta ten sigits, tAe same
nl:lmber of sigits a reseller wo~ls I:Ise fer its sePltise repair senter. Until tAis essl:Irs.
AmeritesA is not in sOMplianGe witA sAesklist item (xii).

Iil:lt fer sialing parity witA respest te 611 salls, tAe CamR:lissian is of tAe opinion
tAst AmeritesA Illinois is batA making al/ailable ans fl:lrnisAing laeal sialing parity by
pravising nansissriminatary assess te sePltises ans infermation tRat permit reEtl:lesting
earriers to implement dialing parity in aeeersanse witA ieetian 251 (b)(3) of tAe Ad.

CompTel's argl:lment tRat AmeritesR Illinois is not prevising sialing parity beeal:lse
sarriers eannot "presl:lbseribe" ta tAe loeal eperatorJsirestery assistanse sePltise af anatRer
pral/ider is I:Insl:lpportes by tAe ~CC'S iesend Report ans Orser, 'NAieA saes not reEtl:lire
tAat presl:lbssriptian be extenses ta 411 ar 0 sialing ealls. Mareever, as AmeFitesR
lIIineis eBSePlteS, tRis COR:lmissian's rwles spesifisally exerApt 411 ans 0 salling as well
3S 611 ealls ff:em any pF86I:1Bssriptian oBligatian. 83 '". ASrAin. Case § 773.120(s).

12. Reciprocal Compensation

Checklist item (xiii) requires Ameritech Illinois to provide reciprocal compensation
arrangements in accordance with the requirements of Section 252(d). 47 U.S.C.
§271(c)(2)(B)(xiii).

Positions of Parties and Staff

Although several parties addressed reciprocal compensation in their testimony,
only MCI and Staff raise reciprocal compensation issues in their briefs.
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MCI

In its brief, MCI contends that the disparity between the rates for reciprocal
compensation found in the various negotiated and arbitrated agreements suggests that
not all of them are cost-based and therefore that Ameritech fails to meet the pricing
requirements of the checklist. MCI Brief at 19-20 (citing Staff Ex. 4.00 at 17; Tr. 325-26
(Gebhardt». MCI further suggests that Ameritech's reciprocal compensation
arrangements do not comply with the checklist because they provide that carriers will be
compensated at the end office rate, rather than the higher, tandem rate required by the
FCC. MCI Brief at 20 (citing AT&T Ex. 6.0 at 12; FCC Order, 111090).

Staff

In prefiled testimony, Staff recommended that the Commission use the same
.pricing methodology for reciprocal compensation that Staff proposed for interconnection
and network elements. Staff witness Jennings testified that the reciprocal compensation
rate of $0.009 per minute contained in the CCT agreement is not consistent with Section
252(d). Staff Ex. 4.00 at 17-18.

In its brief, Staff emphasizes that the pricing methodology it proposed for
interconnection and network elements is consistent with the Commission's prior Order in
Docket 94-0096 et aI., Consol. ("Customers First Order"), where a rate of $0.005 per
minute was set for local termination of telecommunications traffic at end offices. Staff
Brief at 96. Because the CCT agreement contains prices that do not accord with those
prices, or Staff's view of Section 252(d)'s requirements, Staff recommends that the
Commission find that Ameritech Illinois is not in compliance with checklist item (xiii). Staff

l: Brief at 97.

Ameritech

Ameritech argues that Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(xiii) requires it to provide billing
arrangements through which two carriers recover their costs incurred in transporting and
terminating local calls that originate on each other's network in accordance with the

," pricing standards of section 252(d)(2). Ameritech notes that it has entered into
.. interconnection agreements with MFS, TCG, and CCTthat provide for the exchange of

local traffic and compensation for that traffic. It contends that, given that traffic is already
being exchanged between the companies today, reciprocal compensation is already
being furnished. As there are no disputed issues concerning Ameritech's provision of
reciprocal compensation arrangements in this proceeding, Ameritech Illinois therefore
asserts that it has satisfied this element of the competitive checklist.

With respect to pricing, Ameritech asserts that reciprocal compensation rates that
the Commission has found to comply with Section 252(d) are available to MFS and CCT
pursuant to the MFN clauses in their agreements.
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Commission Conclusion

Under Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(xiii), Ameritech is required to provide billing
arrangements through which two carriers recover their costs incurred in transporting and
terminating local calls that originate on each other's network in accordance with the
pricing standards of Section 252(d)(2). Ameritech has entered into interconnection
agreements with MFS, TCG, and CeT that provide for the exchange of local traffic and
compensation for that traffic. Traffic already is being exchanged between the companies
today, thus, reciprocal compensation is already being furnished. Rates complying with
Section 252(d) are available pursuant to MFN clauses. The Commission finds that
Ameritech's provision of reciprocal compensation arrangements satisfies this element of
the competitive checklist.

13.
Directory

Resale, Including Stripping and Branding of Operator Services and
Assistance

Checklist item (xiv) requires Ameritech Illinois to provide that telecommunications
services are available for resale in accordance with the requirements of Sections
251 (c)(4) and 252(d)(3).

Access Network Services

In its brief, Access argues that Ameritech's resale pricing purportedly
disadvantages resellers, such as Access, that desire to target high volume customers. As
to Ameritech's "re-revised" tariff filings, issued on November 19, 1996, Access admits that
they made the wholesale volume discount roughly comparable to the volume discount in
Ameritech's retail tariff, but suggests that Ameritech left other objectionable discounts
intact. Specifically, Access asserts that, the average effective discount level under
Ameritech's wholesale tariff is 17.5%, but the discounts for certain service elements
critical for use in serving high volume customers are substantially lower than that figure.
For example, Access maintains that the discount for DID trunk terminations that large
PBX customers use is only 7.3%, an amount that it alleges is too low for competitors to
offer that service except at a loss. Access further contends that Ameritech Illinois has
refused to consider its requests for additional discounts. Access suggests that
Ameritech's pricing policies therefore do not satisfy the Act. Access Brief at 5-6.

AT&T

AT&T suggests that Ameritech's resale offering is inadequate because it does not
offer Service Transport Facilities ("STF") on a wholesale basis, such that resellers must
purchase them a "pair at a time." AT&T Ex. 2.0 at 34. AT&T also maintains that
Ameritech fails to prOVide resellers with adequate notice of new services. AT&T further
objects to Ameritech's requirement that it make a special request if it wishes to combine
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Ameritech's unbundled local sWitching element with its own operator services or directory
assistance. AT&T Ex. 5.0 at 32.

In its brief, AT&T contends that Ameritech wrongfully refuses (1) to provide
customized routing of AT&T's customers' DA and OS calls to AT&T's DA and OS
platforms in a resale environment and (2) to offer the unbundled network platform without
OS and DA as a standard offering, except pursuant to the BFR process. Under the
governing FCC rule, Ameritech must combine unbundled network elements in any
manner that is technically feasible and would not impair other carriers' ability to obtain
access to UNEs or to interconnect. 47 C.F.R. § 51.315(c). AT&T suggests that the
provision of unbundled access to OS/DA satisfies these conditions in an unbundled
network platform environment and a resale environment.

CompTel

like AT&T, CompTeI maintains in its direct testimony that the Act and federal rules
contemplate that new providers of local service must have access to customized or
selective routing of all categories of traffic. CompTel Ex. 1.0 at 21. Its witness Gillan
maintains that it is impossible to tell from Ameritech's testimony, which indicates that new
software may be necessary to satisfy this requirement, whether Ameritech Illinois intends
to comply. CompTel Ex. 1.0 at 21.

MCI

In its brief, MCI contends that Ameritech cannot satisfy the FCC requirement that it
provide nondiscriminatory access to OS/DA because the record shows that Ameritech
cannot unbundle its operator services and directory assistance from its total resale

~. offering to enable a reseller to route its OS/DA traffic to itself, to a third party, or to
Ameritech .. MCI Brief at 18 (citing FCC's Second Report and Order, 1{101).

As to Ameritech's resale offering generally, MCI argues in its brief that the
negotiated contracts merely reference the applicable tariffs, which fail to comply with the
requirements of the Commission's Wholesale Order. MCI Brief at 21 (citing Staff Ex. 4.02
at 5; Tr. 1592-95). Citing the testimony of Staff witness Jennings, MCI suggests that
Ameritech's resale tariff fails to provide the required treatment of branding and unbundling
of OSIDA from wholesale services. MCI Brief at 21 (citing Staff Ex. 4.02 at 6-8).

Staff

In the eireet phase ef this preceesing, ila# te&tifiee that it eisagrees \"ith
A~eritech's pesitien tt:lat ~s resale tariff ce~plies witt:l ieetien ~51(c)(4) ans tt:le fiee's
Orser. Hewe\(er. s~Fing tt:le reb~ttal pt:lase. Staff witness Jennings effereEl fl:lrther
testi~eny anEl sl:lggesteEl fe~r areas wt:lere the NeVeFRDer ~O tariff Elie net c9FRply with tt:le
CeFRFRissioR'S Resale OrEler: (a) DFansing and l:InDl:Insling ef eperater aREl ElireetoF)!
assistance frem wholesale services; (b) Mirroring of Retail Tariff for term cemmitments of
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